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Theological Observer. — Kirdlid)-Beitgejdichtliches.

L. Amerika,

Dr. Walther Appraised by Prof. Abdel Ross Wentz. — The Get-
tysburg Seminary historian writes in the Lutheran of March 16, 1933: “It
should be possible now to forget the prejudices aroused by the controver-
sies of his life and to focus attention on his merits. He still speaks to
the average Christian in the pews of our churches. . . . This congregation
[Trinity, St. Louis] was to become the mother church of the Missouri Synod
and the mainspring of its great volume of work in missions and other
benevolence. Here Walther gained a high reputation as a preacher. And
from 1839 until his death in 1887 the history of Missouri Lutheranism
is closely identified with the story of Walther’s life. . .. His shadow
stretches across the whole Missouri Synod and indeed across the entire
Synodical Conference, which embraces about one-third of all the Lutherans
in this country. And not only so. His influence was felt indirectly in
the older bodies of American Lutherans. In his extreme [?] Lutheran
orthodoxy all other Lutherans believe that he went far beyond Luther
himself. But he never faltered in it. His persistence and that of his
large and vigorous body of followers helped to stimulate the confessional
reaction that was under way in the General Synod and among other or-
ganizations of Lutherans in this country during the middle of the nine-
teenth century. And so he helped to stanip the Lutheran Church as a whole
in the eyes of all other churches in America as indelibly evangelical, un-
swervingly Biblical, and forever doctrinally conservative. ... A veritable
flood of immigration was about to sweep into this country, an alien mul-
titude larger than the population of the Republic at its birth. It was
fortunate for the whole Church that the advance guard of Lutheran immi-
grants, under the guidance of Dr. Walther and his colleagues, were stoutly
loyal to the Lutheran Confessions and abundantly able to give reasons
for their faith. It was equally fortunate that this advance guard planted
its outposts in Missouri, in the heart of the Mississippi Valley, where the
vast majority of the newcomers were to find their homes. . . . Stephan
happened to read a glowing description of the territory of Missouri, and
this fixed his choice on that State as a location. It seems like chance,
but in the light of subsequent events, who can fail to see in it the provi-
dence of God? Certainly the older Lutheran elements in America would
never of themselves have met the responsibility imposed by the great im-
migration of the nineteenth century.”

In presenting the “Missouri” doctrine on the ministry and church
government, Dr. Wentz reveals the position of the circles for which he is
spokesman. The polity of Missouri “is thoroughgoing congregationalism.
The polity of Walther’s followers vests all authority in the congregation.
The congregation furnishes itself with a confession of faith” (we would
phrase this differently) “and with explicit qualifications for membership.
It provides for lay deacons, but leaves almost nothing to the determina-
tion of the so-called church council. Everything is in the hands of the
congregation. If therefore we ask of Dr. Walther the practical question,
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‘Who makes a preacher or a minister?” he gives a clear answer. It is not
a group of other preachers or ministers, it is not a synod or a conference
or a district, it is not a council or a board of the church. The divine call
to the ministry comes through the congregation. It is this alone that
makes the minister. More than once and with great vigor Walther entered
the lists against any ‘hierarchical’ or ‘presbyterial’ interpretation of the
ministry. It brought him into controversy with Lutheran leaders outside
of Missouri. The heirs of his spirit have been consistent in their congre-.
gationalism. They criticize Muhlenberg. They look with suspicion upon
the authority which othér Lutheran bodies in this country lay in the hands
of church councils and synods and general bodies. They stand in great
dread of any American edition of the German Konsistorium, and they
have carried this into the entire organization of the Missouri Synod and
of the Synodical Conference.”

This is Dr. Wentz’s appraisal of the controversy on election and con-
version: “Another practical question that finds answer in Dr. Walther’s
career is this: Who makes a Christian? Does God do it, or does the
Christian do it, or do both of them do it? Does God cause a man’s faith
in Christ, or does a man exercise his own faith? This is a theological

problem. It led to a long and bitter controversy. ... When therefore the
question arose in Missouri about God’s part and man’s part in human
salvation, Dr. Walther had very decided convictions. . . . The controversy

raged between Walther and his Missouri brethren, on the one hand, and
the Ohio Synod, the Iowa Synod, and some Norwegian Lutherans, on the
other hand. Dr. Walther taught that God alone must have all the glory
in the salvation of a man, that man has nothing at all to do with it, that
he cannot even exercise faith unless God makes” (not our phraseology)
“him believe. He held that God elects men to salvation and this election
is the cause of man’s faith.” (If the question be: Is faith the cause of
election or election the cause of faith? Missouri says, Election is the cause
of faith. Otherwise we say that “the eternal election of God is from the
gracious will and pleasure of God in Christ Jesus a cause” of faith (For-
mula of Concord, XI, § 8). “He insisted that it is contrary to the Bible
and the Lutheran Confessions to hold that a man is able in his own
strength to exercise faith in Christ” (to believe in Christ), “because this
would make man a cooperating agent in his own salvation and would
detract from the grace and glory of God. Dr.Walther’s opponents de-
clared that this is Calvinistic predestination and not good Lutheran. The
conflict was caustic. There were many divisions. The literature that
grew out of the controversy is enormous. To this day the issue con-
cerning predestination and conversion is the chief doctrinal difference be-
tween Missouri Lutherans and all other Lutherans. To the calm observer
at this distance it seems that here much depends upon the meaning of
words.” Whatever this last statement (that “much depends upon the
meaning of words”) means, the meaning of Dr. Wentz’s other statement
“This is a theological problem” is clear. He has presented the issue, in
its main feature, correctly: “Who makes a Christian? Does God do it,
or does the Christian do it, or do both of them do it?” Has man a part
in his salvation? Does he cooperate with God in achieving his salvation?
And when he characterizes this matter as “a theological problem,” he
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intimates that the controversy had been waged unnecessarily. We are
loath to think that at this day a Lutheran theologian would feel tolerant
toward synergism. By the way, would it not posit an enigma of major
proportions to assmne that a man could contribute so much to strengthen-
ing Lutheran confessionalism while devoting his best thought and energy
to establish and maintain an article (sola gretie) as confessional, which
in fact does not touch Lutheran confessionalism?— The statement that
“to this day the issue concerning predestination and conversion is the chief
doctrinal difference between Missouri Lutherans and all other Lutherans”
needs to be modified. In this way: “between Missouri Lutherans and all
other Lutherans who still cling to synergism.” E.

A Catholic Discussion of Religious Liberty. — What the Common-
weal, a Roman Catholic journal, has to say on religious liberty makes in-
teresting reading. We submit one of its recent editorials: —

“At a time when the whole subject of religious liberty has become
a world issue of supreme actuality, emphasized by conditions in Russia,
Spain, Mexico, and elsewhere, it is above all things necessary for Amer-
icans, occupying as they do a central and possibly decisive pogition in the
gravest of all social controversies, to use their reason rather than their
emotions in considering it. For the times demand that practical actions
as well as abstraet ideals should be applied to this acute crisis.

“It is for this reason that we think that so importunt a voice of re-
ligious thought as the Christian Century should be more explicit in its
statement of its position than in fact it is. What can it mean by saying
that its fundamental axiom is that of complete legal freedom and equality
of all religions in all places throughout the world’? Such a statement
seems empty of all realily of meaning to us.

“ ‘Religions,” unless defined by some standards conformable to a humane,
Christian civilization, means nothing at all or may well contain very
sinister and socially destructive meanings in addition to desirable and
heneficent meanings. In India, for example, there is a religion, organized
to worship and serve the goddess XKali, which is known as Thuggism.
One of its chief ritual observances is the strangling of human victims to
propitiate that goddess. Would the Ohristian Century favor the granting
of ‘complete legal freedom’ to Thuggism in India, —or in the United
States, if the Thugs sent their missionaries to us,-—and would it be in
favor of placing Thuggism on a plane of equality of status with, let us
say, Quakerism?

“It may be said that such an argument, being extreme, is absurd.
Well, with all respeet to our Chicago contemporary, we think that the
argument fits the case it presents. For the Christian Oentury rests its
argument on an absolute thesis, which includes all religions without ex-
ception, and Thuggism is a religion.

“In the United States, for example, polygamy was preached and prac-
tised by the Mormons before the laws of the land, backed by the marshaling
of armed force, compelled its cessation. Supposing that the Mormons de-
sired to return to the pure doctrine of their founding fathers, would the
Christian Century be in favor of the legalizing of polygamy? There are
other laws which at present hamper the practise of the strict doctrine of
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Christian Science. Its devotees are still compelled by the laws of the land
to report to the legal authorities cases of what that law defines as dan-
gerously infectious or contagious diseases. Yet true Christian Scientists,
who constitute an organized religion, hold as doctrine that there is no such
thing as physical disease. All the ills to which flesh is heir they consider
to be merely illusions of mortal mind. Laws which compel them to con-
form to the belief that physical disease is a reality conflict with their
religious beliefs and restrict their ‘complete religious freedom and equality.’
There are even religious cults or groups, that are definitly organized as
such, to worship what they definitely recognize as the principle of evil as
part of their object of defying, and warring against, what they also recog-
nize as the principle of good. And devil-worshipers, consciously such, carry
on their religious practises not only in Tibet and other distant places, but
in cities of the Western world. The Black Mass is celebrated — or at least
certainly has been celebrated — in-Paris and London and elsewhere. The
rites and ceremonies are of a kind that members of other religious groups —
the Methodists, for example, to say nothing about Catholics — consider
shocking and horrible. We could not describe them in print without run-
ning vp against other laws which limit the freedom even of publishing
a commentary on this religious ritual, were we inclined, in a spirit of re-
ligious interest, to write one. Again, there are scores of writers who, as
professional students of religion, have declared their belief that Com-
munism is in fact essentially a religion. It may or may not be one; but
if its own devotees should claim that it was, would the Christian Century
favor the granting of complete liberty and equality to Communists to do
what they, the Communists, helieved it was right to do as religious people,
for example, to smash all the existing laws of the United States by violence,
and ‘liquidate’ all the bowrgeois by killing them?

“We shall await a definition by the Christian Century of the meaning
of ‘complete legal freedom and equality of all religions in all places’ before
we shall follow it into the rather trackless wilderness of the controversy
on religious liberty as defined by the Catholic Church —a solid and sub-
stantial proposition, whether you believe it or not —and the impossible
position upheld by the exponents of the rights of purely private judgment.”

Quite adroit! Was there ever a more successful attempt at muddling
the issue? The insistence of Protestant champions of religious liberty on
the principle that religious liberty must not be permitted to be used as
2 cloak under cover of which atrocities are committed menacing the very
existence of society and of civilization, is carefully suppressed. The answer
to the Commonweal argument is simple: Abusus non tollit usum. A.

Communion Breakfast. — We do not know much about this cere-
mony. The Bible knows nothing about it. The Lutheran Confessions
know nothing about it. The old Christian liturgies know nothing about it.
So it will interest those who know little about it to hear what the Living
Church (June 3) thinks about it. “Here is a delightful hit from the New
York Times of May 13. Sinee it was tucked away in a corner with the
inconspicuous heading ‘Customs Men at Breakfast,’ it may have escaped
even our New York readers, and we therefore quote it verbatim: “The
ninth annual Communion breakfast of the United States Custom House
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Holy Name Society will be held to-morrow morning at 10 o’clock in the
Hotel Astor after the members have attended a Corporate Communion at
Mass in St. Malachy’s Church. The principal speaker at the breakfast will
be Postmaster General James A. Farley. Other speakers will be. . .. The
membership is limited to thirty-nine. Among the members are Bishops
William T. Manning. . .. We heartily congratulate our fiery friend Father
Cummins on his election as president of the Holy Name Society, Custom
House Branch. With him as president, Bishops Manning, Stires, et al.,
as members, Postmaster General Farley as the principal speaker, and the
sheriff of Westchester County on hand just in case, the breakfast must have
been a love-feast indeed. We wish we might have been there to see
the fun!” E.

IL. Ausland.
Gin beredytigted Urteil. Jn Ddem deut{chlandifden Blatt ,Dasd Eb.

Deutjdhland” finden ivir ein Urteil itber den amerifanifden Film ,Jm

Beicdhen desd Kreuges”, der ja aud) YHierzulande qrokesd Uufjehen erregt Hat.
Bunadit filhrt da3 Blatt die Vegleitivorte an, die der Regiffeur Eecil
B. be Mille felbjt gu feinem Film gefdrieben Hat. Da lefen wir: ,Um aber
mit einem tragijfjen Thema, einer [dee, die Civigfeitdiverte befibt, brei-
tefte Bejucjermaifen zu erfajfen, die im SKino nur Unterhaltung und Ber-
ftreuung fuchen, wmuf der Filmprodugent davauf bedad)t fein, in erfter Rinie
aud) die ©Sdhauluij ded Publifums gu befriedigen. Bu-
ecft mufp Die fehensmerte Form dasg JInterefie dDed Pu-
blifums ergmwingen [Sperrdrud bont und.] Die gedaniligen und
jeelijdjen Werte der Handlung eriwedent dann die Unteilnafhme desd Publi-
fum3 pon felber.” $Hierzu bemerft dad Blatt: ,3u diefen Worten ift eigent=
lidy foum nod) etivasd Hinguzufiigen. Denn fie [die Filmprodugenten] juden
ja gar nidht zu verheimlichen, daf neun Jehntel ded Films der breiten Uus-
walzung der blutigen Jirfusizenen und der Milieujd)ilderung im defadenten
Spatrom gelten.  Vom Leben und Leiden Dder erften Gemeinden Fommt
aud) gar nidhts gur Geltung. Jn Yuge und Hirn ded Jujdjauersd bleibt ber
Cindrud Haften, ald fei dag ,Jeidjen ded Kreuged” unverantwortli) mik-
braud)t worden zu einem gang iwiderlichen Gemifd) bon Perverfitat und
Gentimentalitat. Sdjon gegen den Film Quo Veadis, dem dad ,Jeidjen ded
Kreuged’ in Handlung und Motiven fehr dhnelt, Hat man {id) mit Redht
aufgelehnt. Was aber dem neuen Film gegeniiber zu einem eindeutigen
Proteft auffordert, ift die Injtinft und Taftlofigfeit, mit der man religivfe
BWerte und Symbole ald Vorfpann ausniibt. Die Verliner Critauffiihrung
verlief rubig, fveil da3 Publifum, anders ald bdie Probdugenten, Ehrfurcht
genug bor dem Jeichen ded Kreugesd beiviesd. Dasd Echo der Prejfe lief Hautfig
die mildernde Hand desd fiir den Ungeigenteil Werantivortlidhen fithlen und
exging fid) in DBelanglofigieiten. WBiel ijt gegen den Film gefagt worden,
aber nur bom RKiinjtlerijen und Tedhnifcgen Yer. Umt fo erfreulider ift es.
fwenn ivir in einer Berliner BVorjtadtzeitung die Notiz finden: ,Wir wehren
un3 dagegern, daf Produgenten ifhre Hand an foldhe ThHemen legen; i
fordern bei {oldjen ThHemen bden Yauteren, adligen Willen, eine Idee Der
Wahrheit innerlid) wahr gu geftalten.” itber diefed fehr beredjtigte Urteil —
jagen foir lieber: iiber diefe fefhr beredjtigte Qritif — mag man aud) YHier-
sulande nadjdenten. 3T M.
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Geniigfame Luiferaner, Die ,UAlg. Co.-Quil. Rirdengeitung” vom
12, Mai beridhtet: ,Der Fiithrer der Glaubensbeivequng ,Deutide Shriften
Hoffenfelder hat am Sonnabend bem Prafidenten D. Kapler nadjjtehende
Grundfabe der ,Deutiden Chriften® itberreidht, nad) denen die evangelijdge
Reidstivdge gefdaffen werden foll: 1. Wir fwollen die epangelije Reidhs-
firdje Tutherifdjer Pragung unter Eingliederung der reformierten Gemein=
den, benen ihre Cigenart geiwdbrleiftet wird. . . . 7. Der Reid)zbifdhof it
entfprecdientd Der tweit iibermviegenden Piehrheit Des Kivdenvolfs lutherifd.
Xhm fteht ein reformierter Reidhsvifar zur Seite.” Und was Jat die ,LQuihe-
rifdge Rirdjengeitung” dagu zu jagen? Died: ,Der erfle fliiditige Cindbrud
piefer ,@rundfdbe’ jvird jreudige ftberrafdung jein, daf ausd dent Lager der
;Deut{en Chriften® fo biel BVerfiandnis fiiv dad Luthertum fommt. . .. Wir
enthalten ung des Urteild im eingelnen iiber die Durdfithrung einer jolden
LBerfaffungddnderung, da audy Fretheit und Vefenninisdftand der eingelnen
Tutherifdgen Lanbdesfirdhen nidht gebrodjen tverden barf. Uber den [utheri-
jhen Tenor e Gangen begriiRen ivir von Herzen, um jo mehr, als er von
den ,Deutjchen Chriften’ fommt.” Eine {olde Veurteilung der geplamten
unierten Reidslirdje laht nidhtd Suted fitlr die Julunft der Tutherifden
Sirde erwarten. — [n begug auf andere Punfte ift die ,Rirdjengeitung”
nidt gang fo gendigfam. Die milbe Cinleitung zu der Kritif lautet: ,DBei
ndferem Bufehen freilid) entbeden wir SdhinYeitdfehler, die vielleidht mebhr
ald Gdpnpeitsfehler find, Wir Heben nur zwei Punite herausd. Jm dritten
Gak” (,Die epangelijde Reidhsfivdge ift die Kirdhe der Deut{den Chriften,
0as Yeift, der Chriften arifder Rafle. [nfofern ift fie audh) mit den deutichen
Chriften ded Uuslanbdesd perbunden. Die Verfiindigung ded Evangeliums
unter den Frembditammigen ift eine Ungelegenfeit der Suferen WMiffion”)
Li0irh bie evangelifche Reidhsfivde die Rirche deutfdjer Ehriften, dad Heikt,
per @hriften arifder Raijfe, genannt. . . . Bebeutet der Sap Ausjdlufy aller
Midtarier ausd der Rirche, jo twird bon ihr Unmoglides verlangt. RNidtarier
jind nidht blo bie Juden, an bdie twohl zuerit gedadht ift, fonbern audy die
Slatven, Ijdedgen, Japaner, Samoaner, Reger ufiv. Ale diefe fann ein
Stlaat aus feinen Grengen ausfdliegen, wenn er will; eine Rirde fann fie
nidht aus{dglieBen, wenn jie nidt jid) jelbit ausidlieken will aug allem, wad
Kirde auf Erden Yeikt. . . .* Eine nod) jdharfere NRiige ded undyrifilichen
®ebarens der ,Deutfdhen Chriften” mware Hier wohl angezeigt geivefen. €3
Beift nun foeiter: ,Ferner, dbag Wort in § 4 gegen den ,demofratijd-paria-
mentarif@en Sprediaal’ it qut. Die Rirdje joll nidit mehr vom Jjuos,
bemt Wolf, regiert twerden; bdie rudes follen nidht mehr entideiden und fie
gum ©pielball der Parteien madpen. . . . ,Weibet bie Herbe Chrijti’, jagt
Paulug und legt die Sadje der Rirdje den berufenen Hirten und Wadtern
auf bie Seele. Uber nun fommt § 9, der die Reichstirde reftlod dem Jdfuoc
ausliefert; ba3d ,BVolf oll iiber den Bau der RKirde entfdjeiben, durd) eine
Uriwall (edhte Demofratiel), und es iwird der neuen Rirde gleid) ein Strid
an den Hald geivorfen, dafy der Neidizbifdhof nur nad) dem BVorfdhlag und
aud pen Neihen der Deutiden Chriften‘ qeivdhlt werden darf. . . .¥ Der
9. RPun¥t lautet: ,{ber bie Reidgfirdhe im Sinne der vorjtefenden Ridt-
linten wnbd erftmalig itber die Perfon ded NReidhabijdofs. Diefen, nad
Borfhlag und aud den Reiben ber ,Deutfen Chriften’, joll dad gejamte
epangelifdge RKirchenvolf am 31. Oftober 1933 bdurd) Urivahl entjdeiden.
Wahlberedhtigt {ind alle evangeliffen Gemeindeglieder nad) Mafgabe bdes
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jtaatligen Wahlredhtes. Ausdgejdhlofjen bom Wahlredht jind CEhriften nicht-
arijer Ubjtamnung.” Natiiclid) geht dad nidt. Gottesd Wort fennt in
biefer Berbindbung den Unterjdied ziwijden arifder Raffe und nidtarifden
Raffen nidht. Gotted Wort erlaubt aud) nidht die Union von lutherifden
und reformierten Gemeinden. Gotted Wort qibt endlid) denen, die draupen
jind, feinen Ynteil am RKirdenregiment. Yber da3, wasd bder ,RKirden=
geitung” Yier anftopig zu fein {deint, geht fehr wohl nad) Gotte3d Wort.
Dad it nidht {Griftividrig, jondern bvielmehr {driftgemap, daf alle ,Ee=
meindeglieder” fid) am SRirdjenregiment Deteiligen. Gefvi ift die Sacje
per Rirdje den berufenen Hirten und Wadjtern auf die Seele gelegt, aber
ihnen nidt aus{dlieplich. Die ,RKirdengeitung” follte fidh) nidht vor bem
driftliden djuos flirdten. €3 fteht danm gut in der Rirche, wenn das
L Bolt”, bag Chriftenvolf, ur usrichtung der Werfe desd allgemeinen Prie-
jtertum3 angeleitet foird. €.

Das Heilige Jahr und Ablaf, Die ,A. €. L K.“ teilt mit: ,Das lebte
Heft ber Acta Apostolica Sedis perdffentlid)t drei Bullen fiir basd pom Papit
perfiindete Peilige Jahr. Jn der erften Bulle, Nullo non tempore, fvird, jvie
bidher {hon iiblid), die Gewinnung aller Wbldije auBerhald Roms {usdpen-
diert; eine Yusnabhme bildet die Gewinnung ded Wblajjfed in Todesgefahr,
beim DVeten des englifdhen Grufes, beim bierzigititndigen Gebet, beim Be-
jud) bon Portiuncula in Afjifi, Lourded und der feiligen Statien in Pald-
jtina. Die giveite Bulle, Invicto ¢ Nobis, gewahrt den Beidhtvdtern in Rom
veitgefende auferordentliche YVollmadjten. Die dritte Bulle, Qui umbra-
tilem, enthalt die DBejtinunungen fiix die Gewinnung des Jubelablaifes
auferhald Roms; bdied qilt fitr Ordensdleute und fiir jolde, die ,infolge
redjtmaRiger und andauernder Werhinderung nidht nad) Rom fonunen Ion-
nen’, ie 3. B. Kriegdgefangene, Cingeferferte, Deportierte und BVerbannte,
Borgefeste und Perjonal der Gefangnife, BVefjerungsanitalten und RKerfer,
Qranfe und Qranfenivdarter, und endlic) jolche, die das jiebzigjte Lebensdjahr
iiberfdjritten Hhaben.” In ihrer Gejamtheit itben die drei papftlicgen Bullen
einen empfindlidhen Drud ausd auf alle Katholifen, ihren Ublap died Jahr
in fom gu bejorgen. Hat etiva der Papit nidht recht Fidbuzg zum YHeiligen
Sahr? 3T

D. Ludtnig Jhuels, facdhfijer Landesbifdhof, ift amt 7. Juni geftorben.
Cr war ein Hauptfithrer der fonfervativen Lutheraner in Deut{dland, ein
Bertreter der Crlanger Schule. ALS foldjer frat er ein fiir die berhangnis-
polle @rlebnistheologie. Er leugnete die Rehre der Verbalinfpiration, lefnte
aud) die jtellvertretende Genugtuung Chrifti tm Sinne der Srift ab. Jn
den gegentvartigen firdhlichen Wirren in Deutjdhland trat er ein filr das
Recdht der lutherifhen Rirche. CEr war der erfte VorfiBende des LQuiherifdhen
Weltfonbents, {pater Glied des Cpefutibfomiteed. Darauf nimmt D. Ma-
rafrens Bezug in der Todedanzeige, die zugleid) dasd Hohe Anfehen begeugt,
pag D. Jhmeld in feinen Kreifen genop. ,Gotted unerforjdhlicer Ratjdhlufp.
Bat unfern erften VorfiBenden, den Landesdbijhof D. Jhmels, am 7. Juni in
fajt pollendetem 75. Lebendjahr am Borabend der bon thmt gu ihrer Rfingft-
tagung eingelabenen Engeren Qonferenz aus unjerer Nitte abgerufen. Weit
iiber die Grengen beutfdhen Lanbde3d Hinausd Hat diefer von Gott geiveihte
Mann dad Hhohe Gut deut{der NReformation in Treue unbeirrt gepflegt.
Das Evangelium von der Gnabde Goited in JEju Chrifto fwar Kraft und
Freibeit feined Wirfend. Au3 iiberbollem Herzen danfen wir Gott fiix den
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reiden Segen, welden dad NIutheriide Cinigungdwerf und mwir alle durd
diefent geifteBmadjtigen Fithrer ded Luibertums, feinen treuen Diener, emp-
fangen Baben. Una, die fwir mit ihm arbeiten durflen wnd mm in feine
Nadfolge treten follen, liegt eime fdhivere Weranttvortung ob. Gott, der
BVater unjers HCErrn JEu Ehrifti, wolle uns in feiner Barmberzigkeit Helfen!
2 Ror. 1, 3 ff. Namend ded lutherifden Einigungswerfes Landesbijdhof
D. Marahrens, Abt zu Loccum.” (Alg. Cv.=Luth. fKztg., 16. Juni 1938.)
Bum Vorfibenden der Alg. Ep.-Luil). Konferenz wihlte die Engere Kon=
fereng am 8. Juni an feimer Stelle den Landesbifdof bon Hannover,
D. Parahrensd, und ald BVigevorfiBenden an Stelle D. Beits, der fein Wmt
niedergelegt Datte, den Syftematifer Dder theologifffen Fofultat RLeipzig,
D. @omumerlat). Die ,Kirdengettung” vom 5. Mat Hatte beridtet: ,Lan=
Desbijdof D. Jhmelsd Hat da3d Ev.-Ruth). Landesfonfifiorium gebeten, ihn mit
Wirfung vom 1. Juli d. J. in Den Rubeftand zu verfeben. Das bebeutet,
bak ein MWann den Hirtenftab aus der Hand legt, bon dem itmmer eine De-
fonbdere Weihe audging, der ein BVijdof war tm innerften Sinne ded Wortes,
alg {older befannt und verefhrt nidt nur in feiner jadjijden ev.-luth. Lan-
desfirde, fondern im Firdhliden Leben Deutfchlands iberhaupt, ja in bder
gangen luthervifhen Welt.” D. Jhmels Jatte efhedem Den Lehrituhl dex
{yftematijden Theologie in Eriangen, jodann in Leipgig inne. Er toar einer
der @driftleiter der IMonaisidrift ,JHeue RKirchliche Beit{dhrift” und hat
cine Angahl ieitberbreiteter tYheologijder Werfe gejdhricben, darunter
LBentralfragen der Dogmatif in dber Gegenivart”, ,Die drifilide Wahr=
heitdgemifheit, i0r lebter Grund und thre Entjtehung”, ,Redtfertiqung des
Simders bor Gott”, ,Die tdiglide BVergebung der Simden”, ,Wer fvar
I&us, was wollte IEUs2”, ,Ausd der Kirdle, ihren Lehren und Reben”,
,Gelbitanbdigfeit der Dogmatit gegeniiber der Religionsphilojophie”, ,Theo=-
nomie und Autonomie im Lidjte der driftlichen EtHiE” ufiv., foivie eine lange
Reihe von Vortrdgen und Artifeln, die zum Teil in dev ,RKirdengeitung”
erfdienen jind. Eine jeiner lebten Sdjriften it in biefer Munumer unferer
Beit{drift befprochen. [hmeld Hat, wie feine Schriften zeigen, Luiher bviel
geleferr umd ftudiert und Hat mandged gute Wort geredet, Ivofilr ihm bie
Rirdge Dant jGuldet. Er Hat aud) in manden Punften die Erlanger Sdule
und feinen Lefhrer Frant verlaffen. Aber wir miiffen zugleidh beflagen, dak
er in mandien Stitden, und 3war gerade in Jentralfragen, nidt ein be-
fenninidtrener [utherijher Theolog war. €.

Deuntfd) ald Wilfen{daftdiprade. AB Wiffenjdafidiprade behauptet
das Deutidhe noch) tmmer die erfte Stelle unter den Weltfpraden. o ift
aum Beifpiel, ivie Der ,Luth. Herold” wmitteilt, dad Deutide in Sdiveden
nody ipmter die Haupifremdipracdge, und e3 gehort dort gur allgemeinen
Bildung, daf man Deut{d fann. ,Jntevefjant ift”, fo {dHhreibl daz Blait,
Loaf feit 1912/18 an ber Univerfitdt Uppfala von 470 Differtationen
283 in {@ivedifder, 147 in deutidjer, 54 in englijder, 28 in frangdfifder
und 8 in lateinijder Spradje verfapt wurden. hnlid) Yiegen die Verhdlt-
nifle Bei der Univerfitat Qund. Aud an den Sdulen nimmt der Unterridht
tm Deut{den eitten breiten Rauwm ein.” It aber dad Deut{de itberhaupt
bie , Wiffenfdaftaipradge der Welt”, fo ift e nody biel mefhr ,Theologen-
fprade”, und dad ift eine Tatfade, die befouderd fiir und (utherifdhe Theo-
Togen pon der allergroften Widptigleit ift. 3.3 M.



